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“Anything can be faked... by anyone.
In the many years that I have been before
the public, my secret methods have been
steadily shielded by the strict integrity of
my assistants.... But then, sofaras | know,
[ am the only performer who ever pledgecd
his assisiants to secrecy, honor and
allegiance under a notarial vath.”......

Harry Houdini

Cell phones expese pou to near flald radiafion differently with age
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serious than global warming - and already
claiming lives.

So, you say: “If this technology is so
dangerous, why isn't it portrayed that way
in the news? Do we not have sclentists who
study this to make the technology safe? Do
we not have regulations and government
policing to keep us safe? Do we not have
the news media to keep us informed? And
do we not have lawyers who will advocate
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Hiustration 1; The degree of penelration of the near-fieki plume from the cell-phore anfanna into the shull varies
fas shown in the pichure on the left), based on o number of faciors lncluding fruency, wave-longth, fiekd-
intensily end & penson's gge. The MR models abore show radio frequency fleld pentrations by vanying age wiille

other varizhies are held corstant,
Refanzrog: Ceif phorwes: Ingisii Mezands In te Wireless Age,

by Dr, Cearge Carlo avaf Mardn Schram (2001, Carell and Giof piblisiers).

It struck me while watching the film
classic, The Great Houdini, the other
night. The most skilled magician and
escape artist of all ime would likely be in
awe of the deft illusions that have lured the
global public into buying four billion life-
threatening devices called cell phones. That
slight of hand being accomplished right
under the noses of a legai system avowed
to protect the rights of victims — while the
perpetrators escape all accountability. Just
think what MHoudini could have done with a
trillion doflar industry behind him!

Sadly, the story is not metaphor. It is
the reality that threatens the essence of
our being, the fistures of our children, and
the fragile ecological balance of a planet
aiready under siege. It is potentially more
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on our behalf to ensure that we are treated
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Yes, we have all of those protections.
But they are not working to protect us,
And, there is catastrophic trouble ahead if
corrective steps are not taken to stern the
tide of danger being precipitaied by the
unbridled expansion of wireless technotogy.

FACT

Cell Phones Cause Disease

When cell phones were first proposed
for consumer use in 1983, the Aedging
wireless communications industry suc-
ceeded in comwincing the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA) that pre-
market safefy testing was not necessary.
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The rationale; cell phones were like little
microwave ovens that operated at power
levels too low to cause heating. Thus,
because cell phones could not be used
to cook food, they were deemed safe by
the FDA. That mistake in 1983 was the
foundation for a long-term detrimental
public health threat that is increasing daily.!

By 1963, there were 15 million
Americans using cell phonies — 25 million
people worldwide. When a Florida lawsuit
raised public questions about cell phones
causing brain cancer, the industry, the FDA
and the media were caught by surprise. The
confusion prompted Congressional hearings
and a subseguent deal between the cell
phone industry and the FDA io do research
as a means of filling in the data gaps that
were present because of their 1983 decision
to forego pre-market safety testing.? By the
end of 2008, there will be more than 280
million American users and more than four
billion users worldwide.® The cell phone has

become ubiquitous among all demographic
groups - including young children.

While a cell phone is held close to the
head, electro-magnetic radiation penetrates
deep Info brain tissue, and that is where
the problem begins. {See liustration I)
Indeed, a decade ago the primary concern
was the penetrating near-field plume — or
the area within six inches of the antenna.
However, that concern is now one of
many, as ambient radiation has become
a very serious problem for those who are
electro-sensitive or otherwise symptomatic
with conditions involving cell membrane
sympathetic stress.*

Every cell phone must be cormected
to a base-station antenna to be functional.
Each connection results in a biologically
active electromagnetic directional wave,
which combines with the waves from other
cell phones and wireless devices to form a
mesh of information carrying radio waves
(ICRW} from which there is little escape
for most people. The mechanism of harm
perpetrated by ICRWs is biological and
therefore carries no threshold for effects - in
other words, there is no absolutely safe level
of exposure. All cells, issues and organs
in the range of exposure are therefore
triggered, and the difference between people
who develop symptoms and those who do
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not is related to factors such as age, state of
weliness, gender and genetics.®

Peer-reviewed studies from around the
world show cell phones and other wireless
technologies ranging from WiFi in schools
to transmission towers in neighborhoods,
cause adverse biological effects and disease.
{See biblicgraphy: Key Cell Phone Disease
Causation References). Epidemiological
studies indicate the risk of benign and
malignant brain tumors, acoustic neuroma,
melanoma of the eye and salivary gland
mimors increases significantly after ten years

To be sure: had sclentific sfudies, which are now
compieted, been done approptiately as preurmikst
testing, cell phones as we know themn today would not
have mrade it to the marketplace.

z The history of those ocourmengss i detafied i the
biook, Tl Phones: wisible Heaxards in the Wirsless Age,
2001, coswritten by Dr. George Carlo and Washington
syndicaiad columnist, Martn Schram,

* This magnitude of growth is astonishing — especially
when conshlering that the lrem is a mdiation emitting
device that has never been tested for safely and that
consumer surveys Tdicate more than half of all users
believe there is an associated health risk.

4 Repedts from cliniclans who treat eleclro-magnatic
mmdiation-related  mernbrane  sensitivily  conditions
suggest thet between five and ten percent of the generat
population could now be affected.

T 7 ndeed, clirdcians famiiiar with cell phone pathology

suggest that the proper disfinctions for most of the
population ae ‘those symptomatic’ and “those not yet
syraptomatic’.
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of cell phone use - some studies suggest
that even short-term use statistically increa-
ses cancer risk

Cancer is not the only concern, as stu-
dies confirm myriad conditions associated
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with wireless radiation exposure, including
neurclogical disease and Autism.” (See
Side-Bar 1: Cell Phone-Related Diseases
and Early Warning Symptoms) As more
precise scientific information is gathered,
it is clear that ICRW and other types of
electrornagnetic radiation can act both as
direct causes of disease and as indirect
antagonists or synergens.5

With respect to cause and effect proof,
the key is that in the past two years, clear
elucidation of the pathological mechanism
of harm has been discerned. {See Side-Bar
2: The Causal Mechanism; See lllustrations
2 and 3). The cumulative science thus lays
the groundwork for establishing medical
caugation under the stringent Daubert
standard. Indeed, among scientists and
clinicians whose work is focused on wireless
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fechnology induced health effects, the
debate has shifted from the presence or
absence of cause and effect to the urgent
need for remedies to control an emerging
medical problem impacting millions of
people every day.

¢ In the peerreviewed published epidemiological
Bterature addressing the knk between cell phones and
tumors, there are more than 300 statistically significant
fndings of axcess visk.

7 Autisrn is believed to be associated with heavy
metal tosiclty, ncluding exposures sustained through
mereury containing vaccinetions. Data now suggest
that elecliomagrelic radiaion exposure could be
exacerbating the affects of heavy metals by closing down
celi mernbranes and rapping metis within cells. Marica
and Carlo, Aushalesian Joumel of Clinked Eriviroimentai
Medicine, November 2007,

* Clinical date suggest that therapeutic medicetions
necessaiy for controling sympioms from hesst disease,
zancer, diabetes and other conditions do not woilc
efficiently in the presance of slectromagnstic radiation.




The urgency is profound because the
most vulnerable are the young, the sick, the
elderly and the poor - population groups
who, for survival, routinely rely on assistance
from public and private caretakers. Effected
patients from around the world report
personal devastation and economic ruin
coinciding with electromagnetic radiation
related  disease, Patients with electro-
hypersensitivity, for example, are not able to
work in ervironments where there s any type
ofelectromagneticradiation exposure—areas
absent the exposure are near impossible to
find. These people become permanently
unemployable.? Thus, the effects of cell
phone radiation have diifted into areas of
fundamental public policy, lifestyle choices,
politics, health care, national security
and personal economic viability. hdeed,
some governments around the world have
begun to take steps to protect vulnerabie
populations. (See Side-Bar 3: Governments
Recommending FPrecautions for Mobile
FPhone Use Among Young People)

The tragiedy is that most of the suffering
is probably avoidable. The problems asso-
ciated with electromagnetic radiation health
effects have been known for at least three
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decades, and technological solutions have
been available, but not implemented, for at
least two.'0 (See Side Bar 4: The Story of
J.G. Brady)

FACT

Orchestrated Hlusions Have
Shaped Public Opinion

Were these devastating and far-
reaching effects accidents of nature, finding
solutions could be collective collaborations
of citizens, government and industry.
However, the unfortunate reality is that
a dangerous fraud is being perpeirated
upen the public that has kept knowledge
regarding mobile-phone related health
and ecological dangers suppressed and
technologies capable of saving lives from
reaching the consurner market place,
The perpetrators are the ever expanding
brethren of the telecommunications
and internet industries. Armed with the
experiences of public relations, marketing
and defense law personnel who learned
their skills in the tobacco and asbestos wars,
the orchestrated ruse around the safety of
telecommunications  technology is  the
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flusiration 3: Infracethiar huildwup of free radicals,
f g heavy metels, am o result of ceft membrane
i 2 b Infofmation Carying Radio

;. Her spots in this phoie are micronuciel
(.,Iach are indiceilve of disnapted DNA repair. a fom
of genetic damage consistent with the devefopment of
brain fumons.

most sophisticated in history.!! (See Side-
Bar 5: The Cell Phone Industry Playbook:
Controliing liluston)

The comerstone of the industry ap-
proach: Keeping the cell phone health
effects issue out of the scientific and medical
playing fields and in the pubiic relations
and political arena. According to the mles
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in their playbook, the issue is not about

public health and safety — it is about public
perception. [t is not about scientific truth —
it is about opinion. And, to achieve that end,
sometimes it becomes necessary to change
the science to suit the desired cutcome. (See
Side-Bar 6: Data Manipulation: Thumbs on
the Scales of Science)

The complexity of the science s
used lo advantage by the industry in their
public positioning. Professional word-
smiths within the industry split hairs with
complicated scientific concepts such as
the differences between thermal and non-
thermal mechanisms; biclogical effects
and health effects; replication of studies
and corroborative research; and weight of
scientific evidence versus proper scientific
judgment. Reporters glaze over when
confronted with the complicated nuances,
and public reports of harm are either not
cornmunicated or are so watered down that
readers, listeners and viewers are left with
the impression that ‘the issue is being looked
into and so far, there are no problems’.
Thus, constimers continue to buy.

The most obvious motivation for the
wireless industry’s focus on manipulating
public opinion is maintaining sales volume.
The industty is highly competitive as
comparies work on narrow profit margins.
A shift of one or two percentage points of
market share can have devastating effects of
the bottom line of even the largest industry
players.'? -

However, more insidious and equally
motivating has been the decision by
insurance carriers to exclude health risk
claitms from product Hability coverage sold
to the wireless industry. Beginning in 2002,
major insurers watked away from health
risk coverage to protect themselves from
® A very bigh propottion of bideor weik snvionments
- offices, schools, universities, banks, ssrvice providers
~ contain wirsiess Intamet, cordless phones, and other
sources of eleciramagneti: radiation.

* While corpeciive technelogies exist, few have made it
successiully into the consumer markelplace.

i Foliowing & 2005 U.S. Supremie Cowt ruling denyving
& raguest for omtioran regarding a 4th Circuli Courd of
Appeais uling ageinst the Industry - the case argued
by Kenneth Starr as counsel @o the cell phone industry
- writest public staternsnis by cell phone industry
operatives must be cleared through Hitigation counsel,

¥ 1t s noteworthy that Molorole, s ael io leave
‘IE 3:‘ l?‘QSq device spe SCOTRE 8 CQS"%"GPG:’\'
menufaciurer ondy.
manufecturing celf }Mﬂms n :’*e near fubize.

2 Thus far, ficrosoft, Ap; ey, Starbucks and other
of thess wew eletommunications ihdustry paiiners have
not beer named as co-defendents In personal injury.
workers' cormpenssion o consumer fraud lawsuits
Actions naming these co-defendanis, however, coukd
chinge the landscape.
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expenses (See Side-Bar 7: Chronelogy of
Key Cell Phone Personal Injury Litigation)
and potential losses (See Side-Bar §&:
Workers' Compensation Cases) associated
with ongoing product Hability and personal
injury lifigation against the cell phone
industry.

To avoid appearing as a lone target
for litigation, the cell phone industry has
continued to meld itself into the burgeoning
information technology and internet in-
dustries. in 1999, the main cell phone
industry trade association, the Cellular
Telephone Industry Association, changed
its name to the Cellular Telephone and
Internet Association. That opened the door
to recruit the likes of Microsoft and Apple
into their midst. In 2005, they moved info
the entertainment industry — exemplified by
the joint venture between Sprint and the
Disney Corporation that brought Disney into
the ranks of wireless signal carriers. Café
companies such as Starbucks Coffee and
Panera Bread have been lured into wireless

- The mdustry was -able to use the papéf Hsa pub]i relatio
: inent ing data package the mdustry usesto advanc:e its posmon that ceilphon pose:

no healthisk. -
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Internet partnerships. These moves have
diluted the potential iability for cell phone
companies. These moves have spawned an
institutional arrogance within the industry —
their new breadth and apparent sirength in
numbers portraying their apparent belief in
their own invincibility. Over time, however, it
remains to be seen whether or not Microsoft,
Apple, Disney and Starbucks among others
are willing to carry the burden of the cell
phone industry's self-inflicted lability. 1
Manipulation of the consumer market is
aiso part of the industry strategy to extend
their reach. Camnpaigns remain in place to
convince parents and teachers that Wiki
wircless Internet connections in schools
improve education - while there is no
evidence to support improvernent and the
pathology associated with ICRW is consistent
with learning deficiencies being caused by
the WiFi itself.? The use of cell phones as
personal safety devices for young and old
alike remains a selling point — even though
there are no data 1o support the claims that

s had no way af knowing -

5 Fighb reputab]e peer -reviewed: journal:
tool: Foday, the: paper féinains

Bl




cell phones accrue safety benefits that would
outweigh the associated health risks.

Manipulating sclence for profit is
not one-sided as another opportunistic
emergent ‘industry’ is serving to exacerbate
the public health problem. Multi-layer
marketing companies and other ‘grass roots’

Sl

ofi ratual c:msent af oppos - couise

participatory businesses sell numerous
products such as pendants and stick-on
tabs through unsupportable claims of
protecting consumers against the dangers
of cell phones and other electro-magnetic
radiation ernitting devices. The science of
prevention and therapeutic intervention with
respect to cell phone-related diseases is still

Mebdle Phones and Health Effects

being formed, but one aspect is abundantly
clear: there is no panacea for the problem.
Thus, bogus devices are being sold that not
only give desperate consumers a false sense
of security — luring them into more excessive
use of wireless devices — but data now show
that improper use of intervention devices
can cause an exacerbation of symptoms
and sarious disease relapses.'”

Because these businesses are person
to person, they fly under the radar of
regulatory groups such as the Federal Trade
Commission and there are no incenfives
for these companies to develop proper
scientific data on safety and efficacy. These
companies prey on patients who are ill or
¥ Taachers” {nd ard university facully in the United
Stutes sud Canzdz have taken public note of the
poiential hezards,
©® Sae Madic:
¥ Epgier this yase. a video hoax traveled the Intemnet
world with a scene deploting popom being popred by
four vall phones surrounding the kernels on o foble. The
houy was prowdly clsimasd by & Pittsbiegh, Fe. company
sefling wireless Blue 'éau"\ headset 8. The hoex was

apparently orct by using Bitesnial vomponents of
& microwave oven siil_m‘aed ot of sight below the tabie,

i Alerds wiweselewirelsss.org.

¥ I in poteworthy that the verbizge oi the FDA website
over the yems regarding the dangers of cefl phones
closely fofiows the public positions tweken by the cell
phone industry Rseif,

i Jeff Sive, the Washington. D.C. Bureau Chigf for
Radio Cormmunicalims Reports, through meteulous
inquiry inckading review of FCC day bocks, uncovered and
regorted that the FCC amicus brief was preciiated and
writter by counsel undar retdiner tothe cell phone industry,
s then submitied 1o the court fhough the FCC,
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poorly informed consumers who can be
swayed by unscientific and unsuppertable
personal testimonials and other wild claims
about miracle cures. The fraud perpetrated
by these ‘helpful companies is equally
as damaging to public health as the ruse
promoted by the wireless industry itself.'®

FACT

The Industry Has Escaped
Accountability

Thus far, the cell phone industry
has been freed from any accountability
pertaining to the health and environmental
darmage done by their devices and supporiive
infrastructure. Those who are being injured
are left without recourse. In short, the
system is not working.

The industry has the FDA held in
abeyance. Because the FDA gave the
industry a varlance on the requirement for
pre-market safety, it is unlikely that any
other action will be taken by them. With
respect {o radiation-emitting devices, the
FDA has very narrow regulatory authority:
they can require pre-market festing; they
can do post-market surveillance; they can
ban products if postmarket surveillance
identifies problems. With upwards of 280
million Americans using cell phones, a
celt phone ban is politically infeasible. The
FDIA has their handds tied and as such is not

Uicteher 2008

directly involved in the safety regulaiion of
cell phones at alt."”

The wireless industry controls the
Federal Communications Commission
(FCC). The revolving door between the FCC
and the wireless industry is well documented.
Indeed, the partnership is cited publicly
by both industry and the FCC as a major
reason for the tremendous growth and
‘success’ of the wireless industry itself It
is noteworthy that in a recent celi phone-
brain cancer proceeding in B.C. Superior
Court, the FCC entered an amicus biief in
support of the cell phone industry’s motion
for dismissal. The FCC had never before
mingled in state or federal court proceedings
regarding <ell phone dangers, and the filing
signals a new level of bold interference by
the industry with the workings of that federal
agency.’® Further, the emission guidelines
for wireless radiation promulgated under
the Telecommurications Act of 1996 and
administered through the FCC, are routinely
misrepresented by the cell phone industty
as ‘safety standards’. The FCC has no
safety authority. Thus, cunrently in the .S,
there are no safety standards to protect
consumers from the dangers of cell phones
and other wireless devices.

Litigation thus far against the cell
phone industty has provided yet another
escape route. Federal pre-emption has
been the battleground serving to delay
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existing cell phone litigaion and prevent

finders of fact from hearing scientific and
medical causation testimony based on data
generated after 1999,

FACT

Legal and Legislative Actions
Are Necessary

in matiers of public policy and
consumer protectien, litigation and
legislation should be considered as last
resorts to be employed when available
remedial options have failed - such is the
case with cell phones and other wireless
technology.

Health risk questions about wireless
have been on the national agenda for a
half century. For the past fifteen years,
the debate has been public. As time has
elapsed, the public health threat has
become exacerbated, not ameliorated,
as personal and environmental exposures
1o dangerous electromagnetic fields have
dramatically increased without health risk
orecological mitigation. Most importantly,
there are large numbers of persons who are
now affected with accumulating medical
bills, lost wages, pain and suffering.

Litigation is necessary to compensate
victims and to provide detements to the
continued disingenuous and dangerous
behavior of the wireless industry.

-



*  Personal injury litigation is suppor-
table by medical science for cell phone-
related brain tumors, parotid gland fumors,
acoustic neuroma, eye cancer, neurciogical
disorders, electro-hypersensitivity and
Autism.

. Product [liability actions are
needed to compensate injuwy and to
eliminate the detrimental public health
irmpact of company practices that victimize
patients and fraudulently promote products
under false claims of protection against the
effects of various types of electromagnetic
radiation.

In addition to compensating victims,
there is an urgent need to apply political
pressure to effectuate long term solutions
and to ensure the health and safety of
future generations.

. Legistative actions to place
warnings on cell phones and wireless
devices, as well as waming signs in public
spaces that carry Wil and other wireless
signals are necessary.

. The Telecommunications Act
must be amended 1o include victims
compensation provisions; centives for
the development and commercialization
of technologies that are protective against
electromagnetic radiation harms; and
civil rights provisions for homeowners
in communities where cell phone base
stations and other wircless infrastructure
are constructed without environmental
and health risk due process.

Harry Houdini did not tefl his secrets
for fear that the magical llusion would be
gone. Rest assured, Harry...there are no
illusions here.....
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